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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-6,8-19,23-26 and 30-32 are pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections- 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



3. Claims 1-6,8,10-13,15,16,18 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 6,128,657 to Okanoya et al. in view U.S. Pat. 
No. 6,173,322 B1 to Hu. 

4. As to claim 1 , Okanoya teaches a method for routing a transaction to a front-end 
server (figures 1-5/15-17), comprising: identifying at least one attribute-based category 
for said transaction (S52 "...search key..." Col. 11 Ln. 8 - 21), identifying at least one of 
a plurality of front-end servers to process said transaction based at least in part on said 
identified attribute- based category of said transaction (S54 "...selects some candidate 
servers..." Col. 11 Ln. 19-21); at least in part on said front-end servers being assigned 
to execute transactions corresponding to said attribute-based category (Col. 1 1 Ln. 59 - 
67); when at least one of the front-end server is identified (S54 Col. 19 - 21 ) and routing 
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said transaction to one of said at least one identified front- end servers (S57 Col. 1 1 Ln. 
36 - 39). 

Okanoya is silent with reference to when no front-end server is identified, routing 
said transaction to a default one of the front-end servers and determining whether the 
transaction is associated with a new attribute-based category and if so, assigning the 
new attribute-based category to the default one of the front-end servers. 

Hu teaches when no front-end server is identified, routing said transaction to a 
default one of the front-end servers and determining whether the transaction is 
associated with a new attribute-based category and if so, assigning the new attribute- 
based category to the default one of the front-end servers (".. .for whatever 
reason... forwards the client request to a default content server 106" Col. 1 1 Ln. 60 - 67, 
Col. 12 Ln. 1 -9). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the system of Okanoya with the teaching of Hu because the teaching of 
Hu would improve the system of Okanoya by providing a request routing scheme that 
allows a server's failure to service a request to be handled without disrupting the client 
that sent the request (Hu Col. 2 Ln. 66 - 67). 

5. As to claim 2, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 1 , further comprising 
assigning said at least one attribute-based category to said transaction (S52 "...search 
key..." Col. 11 Ln. 8-21). 
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6. As to 3, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 2, wherein assigning said at least 
one attribute-based category to said transaction comprises associating a tag with said 
transaction ("...character string..." Col. 12 Ln. 1 -5, Ln. 35-42). 

7. As to claim 4, Okanoya a method as in claim 1 , wherein identifying said at least 
one front-end server comprises comparing said attribute-based category for said 
transaction to assigned attribute-based categories for said plurality of front-end servers 
(Key 75a Col. 11 Ln. 59-67, "...comparing..." Col. 16 Ln. 61 -67). 

8. As to claim 5, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 1 , further comprising 
determining whether said at least one front-end server is available for processing said 
transaction (S54-S56 Col. 1 1 Ln. 22 - 39). 

9. As to claim 6, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 1 , further comprising 
rerouting said transaction to another of said plurality of front-end servers when said 
identified server refuses said transaction (S55 Col. 1 1 Ln. 26 - 33). 

10. As to claim 8, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 1 , further comprising 
notifying a workload manager of said at least one front-end server assigned to said new 
attribute-based category ("...back..." Col. 11 Ln. 59- 67). 



11. As to claims 10 and 1 1 , see the rejection of claims 1 and 2 respectively. 
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12. As to claim 12, Okanoya teaches an apparatus as in claim 10, wherein said 
attribute-based category is based on at least one "real" attribute of said transaction 
(Col. 11 Ln. 59-67). 

13. As to claim 13, Okanoya teaches an apparatus as in claim 10, wherein said 
attribute-based category is based on at least one "perceived" attribute of said 
transaction ("...name..." Col. 12 Ln. 1 - 5). 

14. As to claim 1 5, see the rejection of claims 5 and 6 above. 

15. As to claim 16, Okanoya teaches an apparatus as in claim 10, further comprising 
program code for assigning a number of attribute-based categories to each of said 
plurality of front-end servers, wherein said program code for routing said transaction to 
one of said identified front-end servers routes said transaction according to said 
assigned attribute-based categories (Col. 1 1 Ln. 59 - 67). 

16. As to claim 18, Okanoya teaches an apparatus as in claim 16, further comprising 
a workload manager table for recording said assigned attribute-based categories (State 
Manager 1 1 1 Col. 1 1 Ln. 59 - 67). 
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17. As to claim 23, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 1 , wherein identifying said 
at least one attribute-based category for said transaction comprises identifying a 
"perceived" attribute of said transaction ("...name..." Col. 12 Ln. 1 - 5). 

18. As to claim 24, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 23, wherein the identified 
"perceived" attribute is the computer originating the transaction ("...name..." Col. 12 Ln. 
1-5). 

19. As to claim 25, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 23, wherein the identified 
"perceived" attribute is the user originating the transaction ("...name..." Col. 12 Ln. 1 - 
5). 

20. As to claim 26, Okanoya teaches a method as in claim 23, wherein the identified 
"perceived" attribute is a class of users from which the transaction originates 
("...name..." Col. 12 Ln. 1 -5). 

21. Claims 14,17 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pat. No. 6,128,657 to Okanoya et al. in view U.S. Pat. No. 
6,173,322 B1 to Hu as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,864,679 to Kanai et al. 
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22. As to claim 14, Hu and Okanoya are silent with reference to an apparatus as in 
claim 10, further comprising a user table for assigning said at least one attribute-based 
category to said transaction. 

Kanai teaches an apparatus as in claim 10, further comprising a user table for 
assigning said at least one attribute-based category to said transaction (Col. 15 Ln. 45 - 
62). 

It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the system of Hu and Okanoya with the teaching of Kanai because the 
teaching of Kanai would improve the system of Hu and Okanoya by providing a table 
that allows for the ability of locate transaction associated transaction processor (Kanai 
Col. 25 Ln. 46 - 59). 

23. As to claim 17, Kanai teaches an apparatus as in claim 16, wherein said program 
code for assigning at least one attribute-based category to each of said plurality of 
servers bases the assignment at least in part on an affinity of transaction attributes 
(figure 23 Col. 18 Ln. 51 -67, Col. 19 Ln. 12-37). 

24. As to claim 32, Kanai teaches an apparatus as in claim 10, further comprising 
program code to update, in response to broadcast indications from said front-end 
servers, a table of which attribute-based categories are assigned to which front-end 
servers, said table being maintained by and for a particular workload manager 
(Transaction Table 126 Col. 25 Ln. Ln. 39-46). 
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25. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Pat. No. 6,128,657 to Okanoya et al. in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0083174 A1 to 
Hayashi et al. 

26. As to claim 30, Okanoya teaches a method for routing a transaction to a front- 
server, comprising: identifying at least one attribute-based category for said transaction 
(S52 "...search key..." Col. 11 Ln. 8 - 21), attempting identifying at least one of a 
plurality of front-end servers to process said transaction based at least in part on said 
identified attribute- based category of said transaction (S54 "...selects some candidate 
servers..." Col. 11 Ln. 19-21); at least in part on said front-end servers being assigned 
to execute transactions corresponding to said attribute-based category (Col. 1 1 Ln. 59 - 
67); and routing said transaction to one of said at least one identified front- end servers 
(S57 Col. 1 1 Ln. 36 - 39); one or more of said front-end servers, maintaining its own 
table of attribute-based categories for transactions that it has processed; for each 
attribute-based category in its table, maintaining an indication of when a transaction 
corresponding to the attribute-based category was last processed by the front-end 
server (State Manager 1 1 1 Col. 1 1 Ln. 59 - 67). 

Okanoya is silent with reference to after a predetermined time of not processing 
a transaction corresponding to an attribute-based category in its table, broadcasting an 
indication of this event to a plurality of workload managers that can route transactions to 
the front-end server. 
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Hayashi teaches after a predetermined time of not processing a transaction 
corresponding to an attribute-based category in its table, broadcasting an indication of 
this event to a plurality of workload managers that can route transactions to the front- 
end server (figures 25/27/29 Failure Notifying Unit 62 pages 8/9 paragraphs 01 18- 
0120). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify to system of Okanoya with the teaching of Hayashi 
because the teaching of Hayashi would improve the system of Okanoya by efficiently 
managing failure conditions in a computer cooperating network. 

27. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Pat. No. 6,128,657 to Okanoya et al. in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0083174 A1 to 
Hayashi et al. as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
5,864,679 to Kanai et al. 

28. As to claim 31 , Shapiro and Okanoya are silent with reference to a method as in 
claim 30, further comprising: upon a workload manager's receipt of said broadcast 
association, the workload manager updating its own table of assignments between 
attribute-based categories and front-end servers. 

Kanai teaches a method as in claim 28, further comprising: upon a workload 
manager's receipt of said broadcast association, the workload manager updating its 
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own table of assignments between attribute-based categories and front-end servers 
(Transaction Table 126 Col. 25 Ln. 39 - 46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify to system of Shapiro and Okanoya with the teaching of 
Kanai because the teaching of Kanai would improve the system of Shapiro and 
Okanoya by providing a table that allows for the ability of locate transaction associated 
transaction processor (Kanai Col. 25 Ln. 46 - 59). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 9 and 19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/25/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive (excluding claims 9,19 and 30). 

Applicant argues in substance that (1) the objection to the specification is 
improper (2) none of the prior arts teaches "determining whether the transaction is 
associated with a new attribute-based category, and if so, assigning the new attribute 
based category to one of the front end servers, (3) none of the prior arts teaches 
"determining a status of a an attribute-based category and deallocating said attribute- 
based category from said front-end server which it is assigned when said status is 
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inactive" as claimed in claims 9 and 19 and (4) none of the prior arts teaches "after a 
predetermined time of not processing a transaction corresponding to an attribute-based 
category in its table, broadcasting an indication of this event to a plurality of workload 
managers that ca route transactions to the front-end server. 
Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's argument: 

As to point (1), as a result of Applicant's argument the Examiner is withdrawing 
the objection. 

As to point (2), the instant application discloses the following on page 21 lines 2- 
13: "The maintenance routine may determine whether the attribute-based category 
associated with the transaction 100 is new, as in step 810. Where the attribute-based 
category is not a new category, the maintenance routine may exit in step 840. 
Alternately, the attribute-based category may be a new category. For example, the 
attribute-based category may be a new category where one or more of the front-end 
servers 121-125 have not previously, or has not recently, processed a transaction 100 
so categorized, as recorded in the server table 370. As such, where the attribute-based 
category is new, the maintenance routine moves the contents to the active load server 
table 370 in step 820 to indicate that one or more of the front-end servers 121-125 are 
classified for processing other transactions 100 so categorized." 

Firstly, the above passage closely describes the claim limitation in question. As 
the Examiner understands it the attribute-based category is part of a transaction that 
would identify when the transaction is new or has not previously being processed by the 
any of the front-end servers. As a result of this identification (new or having not been 
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processed by any other regular front-end servers) during the processing of a transaction 
or request, the transaction or request is assigned to a front-end server other than the 
regular front-end servers (front-end servers that services new transactions/requests or 
transactions/requests to be processed for the first time). 

The Examiner admits the Hu prior art does not explicitly teach the identification of 
when a transaction or request as new or as having not been processed before, however 
it does disclose a proxy module (Proxy Module 210) that determines when ("whatever 
reason") regular content servers (Content Server 106) can not service a transaction or 
request. Proxy Module 210 then assigns the transaction or request to a default server 
(Default Content Server 106) when it determines that the regular content servers could 
not service the transaction or request. The "whatever reason" could reasonably be 
interpreted to include when the type transaction or request is new or has not been 
processed before by the regular content servers because the default content server only 
services transactions or requests that are not serviceably by the regular content 
servers. 

As to point (3), Applicants argument is moot since claims 9 and 19 are currently 
been objected to. 

As to point (4), Applicant's argument with respect to claim 30 has been 
considered but is moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles E. Anya whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3757. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30-6:00) First Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, An Meng-Ai can be reached on (571 ) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Charles E Anya 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2194 
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